
Dr. also toldessentially girl’s apartment.”time he trashed a Walsh
jurors policeHoran that he once assaulted a officerthat admitted

——employee Helga GargerThe other toldwhile he was drunk.
jurors that he could have killed someone if he did notthoughtHoran

treatment.get drug
testimonyof this at the time it excludedThe court was aware

result, courtsayas a witness. As a we cannot that the trialHolmes
excludingits discretion in Holmes under Rule 403. Givenabused

Helga Gargerthat from Dr. Walsh and describedthe statements
victim, itbyincidents of violence related the was reasonable toprior

would been cumulative andtestimonyconclude that Holmes’ have
unduly time-consuming.

Affirmed.

BRODERICK, J., sit;did not the others concurred.
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Burke, (Bradley& F. Kidder on the brief andKidder of Laconia
orally), petitioner, Valley Regionalfor the Mascoma School District.

Sacks, Concord, attorney, Hamp-R. of NEA-NewSteven staff
intervenor,shire, by orally, Valleybrief and for the Mascoma

Association,Staff NEA-NH.Regional Support



(ThomasGreen, J.+ of PortsmouthBassPhinneySheehan
brief), School AdministratorsHampshirethe for NewonFly gave

Association, as amicus curiae.

(schoolSchoolBrock, Valley DistrictRegionalC.J. Mascoma
J.)board) of its(Fitzgerald,Court denialSuperiortheappeals

school meetingto hold a districtpermission specialforpetition
1995). asappealWe dismiss the moot(Supp.to RSA 197:3pursuant

oftrial courts for their futureguidanceoffer tobut consideration
petitions.

Regional Support StaffValleyboard and the MascomaThe school
(union) agreementanegotiated bargainingcollectiveAssociation

In,the(CBA) 1993,of parties1994. fall theexpiredthat in June
OBA, ultimately reaching agree-negotiating for a successorbegan

routinelyThe CBA to theJanuaryin 1994. was submittedment
meeting,the 1994 annual but thedistrict voters at Marchschool

Aprilit until 1994. Atpostponedvoters consideration of the
rejected partiesthe the CBA. TheApril meeting,reconvened voters

into a June Therenegotiated, agreeing new CBA 1994. newthen
the financialCBA contained intended to address voters’measures

concerns, $30,000 in to the schoolincluding approximately savings
district.

forpetitioned superior permis-The school board then the court
197:3,a see tospecial meeting,to hold school district RSA allowsion

onopportunity renegotiatedthe school district voters the to vote the
partiesCBA to March 1995. The court found that the hadprior

observed,in good relativelyfaith and “it has been anegotiated
practice Superior approve requestsroutine of the to for suchCourt

court,Themeetings based on factual situations.”special similar
however, finding emergencydenied the school board’s no aspetition,

board, joined union,by byRSA 197:3. The school therequired
reconsideration,for but court its earliermoved the reaffirmed
schoolruling. appealed.The board

approved renegotiatedThe school district voters the CBA at the
1995 the school withmeeting, leavingMarch annual board no

Thalasinos, 114present controversy.case or See Dolcino v. N.H.
(1974).107-08, denied,353, 354, 107,A.2d321 cert. 419 U.S. 1014 We

id. theaccordingly appealdismiss the as moot. See Because issue
likely may subjectin the not toraised is to arise future and be

review, however, to themeaningful appellate provide guidancewe
of v.petitions. Royertrial court for its consideration such StateCf.

(1978)673, 675, 828,Empl. 118 N.H. 394 A.2d 829Dep’t Security,of
(mootness capabledoctrine be when issues are ofmay avoided

review).yet likely to evaderepetition,



100

statutes,interpretsWhen this court we look the plainto
meaning of the words used. Appeal Spectacular, 138 N.H.Astro,of

(1994).298, 300, 249,639 goalA.2d 250 Our is to statutes inapply
them,of the inlight legislature’s enactingintent see City Concordof

PELRB, 725, 727, 363, (1979),v. 119 N.H. 407 A.2d 364 in lightand
policy sought scheme,of the to be theby statutoryadvanced entire

314, 318,Taylor, 172, (1989);see State v. 132 N.H. 566 A.2d 174
Banas, 93, (1979).96-98, 608,Chasse v. N.H.119 399 A.2d 610-11

(1989)RSA provides every197:1 that school district anshall hold
annual 1meeting between March and March 25 “for raising and

Aappropriating money.” mayschool district hold a special meeting
in addition to the annual March meeting under certain circum-

1995).stances. RSA 197:2 (Supp. mayThe district not appropriate
money at a one ofspecial meeting unless two conditions in RSA
197:3,1, met,is however. The first is not at appeal.issue on this The

providessecond that case an emergency requiring“[i]n arises an
immediate expenditure money,of the school board may petition the

court forsuperior permission specialto hold a district meeting,” at
maywhich the district appropriate money authoritywith the same

it would have at an annual meeting.
RSA chapter plainly197 indicates a legislative preference and

inpolicy appropriationsfavor of school district being made at
meetings.annual The inemergency exception RSA 197:3 must be

ininterpreted a manner consistent with this policy preference.and
Because the statute of “emergency,”offers definition we construeno

accordingthe word to its “common and approved usage.” RSA 21:2
(1988). is, however, requirementThere no that an emergency involve
a “crisis” in every set of circumstances. Petition Public Serviceof

(1951).Co., 549, 550-51, 177,97 N.H. 84 A.2d 178 “Obviously,
emergency cannot be precision;defined with absolute latitude must

550,be allowed for opinion.”reasonable differences of Id. at 84 A.2d
at 178.

A determination of whether emergencyan exists under RSA
factors,197:3 requires consideration of a number of including the

avoided,the harmseverity of to be the of theurgency petitioner’s
need, avoidable,whether emergencythe claimed was foreseeable or
whether the appropriation could have been made at the annual
meeting, and whether there are requiringalternative remedies not
an appropriation. respect petitionsWith to involving requests to

CBAs,specialhold for the trialmeetings may amongcourt include
anythese factors actual or potential disharmony labor-manage­to

1975,ment relations fromresulting delay. (legislativeLaws 490:1
273-A).statement of inpolicy enacting chapterRSA
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thepolicy favoringthat considerationsarguedThe haveparties
1975, 490:1, timelythesee Laws andpeace,of laborpromotion

273-A:3, II(b),see RSAapproval,cost items for votersubmission of
I(e) (1987), meetings whenever a CBA has:5, justify special district

the statutes in that manner. TheinterpretWe do notbeen achieved.
course, provide.of could solegislature,

to trial courts faced withfactors should be of assistanceThese
in Because we notmeetings the future. needemergencyforpetitions

by supportmade the trial itsfindingsdetermine whether court
us,in the case beforeemergencythat no existeddetermination

however, we do not.

Appeal dismissed.

All concurred.
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